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DETAILED ACTION 

Acknowledgements 

1. The Applicants amendment filed on January 12, 2009 is hereby acknowledged, Claims 
2-8, 10-17, 35-41 and 43-50 remain pending . 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on January 
12, 2009 has been entered. 



Response to Arguments 

The Examiner states that the pending claims are rejected in view of newly 
discovered reference McCarty et al. (US Patent 7,093,020). 

The reference Sandhu et al, (US Patent 7,055,032) although not explicitly cited in 
the rejection is hereby noted as a pertinent prior art reference of record. Sandhu et al. 
discloses a system for accessing multiple different network stations without entry of a 
password is provided. The password is obtainable by use of a portion of an asymmetric 
crypto-key. The Examiner contends that his is analogous to the "session key" associated 
with a server as claimed in the present invention. 
The Buhle et al. (US Patent 6,286,104) reference has been withdrawn. 
Examiner further notes that many features of the amended claims are drawn towards 
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"optional" features; in the case where the claim language states "if so" ... in the case 
where the "if fails to be true, the limitations following the "if clause fail to limit the 
claim in any fashion. 

See e.g. MPEP §2106 II C: "Language that suggest or makes optional but does not 
require steps to be performed or does not limit a claim to a particular structure does not 
limit the scope of a claim or claim limitation. [Emphasis in original] " As a matter of 
linguistic precision, optional elements do not narrow the claim because they can always 
be omitted. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 2-8, 10-17, 35-41 and 43-50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Medvinsky et al. (US Patent 2003/0093694) in view of Sirbu et al (US 
Patent 5,809,144) and further in view of McCarty et al. (US Patent 7,093,020). 

2. As per claim 2, 

Medvinsky et al. ('694) discloses the method of claim 7, further including: 
a granting service (Abstract, paragraph 28 ) 
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generating a Ticket-Granting-Ticketing utilizing a protocol substantially in compliance 
with the Kerberos protocol; and wherein receiving a request for a Service Ticket from a 
client further includes receiving the Ticket-Granting-Ticket from the client. (Figure 4) 

3. As per claim 3, 

Medvinsky et al. ('694) discloses the method of claim 7, 

wherein the granting service determining if the requested service is provided by a 
plurality of servers if so, the granting service further determining a number of the servers 
designated to provide the requested service and encrypting a cipher text with each of the 
session keys; wherein the determining includes: the granting service utilizing a database 
that maps a generic server name to a specific server name; and the granting service 
setting the numbers of servers designated to provide the service equal to the number of 
specific server names mapped to the generic server name that provides the requested 
service. (Figure 2). Applicant(s) are reminded that optional or conditional elements do 
not narrow the claims because they can always be omitted. See e.g. MPEP §2106 II C: 
"Language that suggest or makes optional but does not require steps to be performed or 
does not limit a claim to a particular structure does not limit the scope of a claim or claim 
limitation. [Emphasis in original.] " As a matter of linguistic precision, optional elements 
do not narrow the claim because they can always be omitted. 

As per claim 4, 

4. Medvinsky et al. ('694) discloses the method of claim 3, 
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Medvinsky et al. ('694) does not explicitly disclose wherein determining the number of 
servers designated to provide the requested service includes: utilizing a database that 
maps a generic server name to a specific server name; and setting the numbers of servers 
designated to provide the service equal to the number of specific server names mapped to 
the generic server name that provides the requested service. McCarty et al.('020), 
discloses wherein determining the number of servers designated to provide the requested 
service includes: utilizing a database that maps a generic server name to a specific server 
name; and setting the numbers of servers designated to provide the service equal to the 
number of specific server names mapped to the generic server name that provides the 
requested service. (Column 2, lines 42-50); it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the Medvinsky et al. 
('694) with the McCarty et al.('020) method in order to allow centralized control of 
access to servers; furthermore the combination of these elements does not alter their 
respective functions, and the combination would have yielded predictable results to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention. 

5. As per claim 7, 

Medvinsky et al. ('694) discloses A method of generating a Service Ticket for a 
requested Service comprising: 

receiving by a granting service of a computing device, the computing device being 
different and distinct from a client, a request for a Service Ticket from the client; 
(Paragraph 39) 
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Medvinsky et al. ('694) does not explicitly disclose the granting service determining if 
the requested service is provided by a plurality of servers: if not, the granting service 
generating the Service Ticket utilizing a single server mode; 

if so, the granting service generating a session key; for each providing server, encrypting 
the session key with a secret key associated with each respective server; creating a 
Service Ticket that includes the encrypted session keys for the plurality of providing 
server 

McCarty et al.('020), discloses the granting service determining if the requested service is 
provided by a plurality of servers: if not, the granting service generating the Service 
Ticket utilizing a single server mode; if so, the granting service generating a session key; 
for each providing server, encrypting the session key with a secret key associated with 
each respective server; creating a Service Ticket that includes the encrypted session keys 
for the plurality of providing server (Column 12 ,lines 12-36- the "if not" case; Column 
16 line 17-29 - drop box selection imples multiple service providers.); it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the Medvinsky et al. ('694) with the McCarty et al.('020)method in order to 
allow the client to utilize secure applications via ticket; furthermore the combination of 
these elements does not alter their respective functions, and the combination would have 
yielded predictable results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention.. 
Medvinsky et al. ('694) does not explicitly disclose transmitting the Service Ticket to the 
client, Sirbu et al.('1443), discloses transmitting the Service Ticket to the client (Figure 4 
); it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
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invention to combine the Medvinsky et al. ('694) with the Sirbu et al. ('144) method in 
order to allow the client to utilize the ticket; furthermore the combination of these 
elements does not alter their respective functions, and the combination would have 
yielded predictable results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention.. 

Applicant(s) are reminded that optional or conditional elements do not narrow the claims 
because they can always be omitted. See e.g. MPEP §2106 II C: "Language that suggest 
or makes optional but does not require steps to be performed or does not limit a claim to a 
particular structure does not limit the scope of a claim or claim limitation. [Emphasis in 
original.] " As a matter of linguistic precision, optional elements do not narrow the claim 
because they can always be omitted. 

Claims 5-8, 10-17, 35-41 and 43-50 disclose the same invention as the above stated 
claims; because claims 5-8, 10-17, 35-41 and 43-50 are not patentably distinct from 
claims 2-4 and 7 they are rejected for at least the same reasons. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JOHN M. WINTER whose telephone number is (571)272-6713. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-6, 1st Fridays off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Calvin Hewitt can be reached on (571) 272-6709. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

JMW 

/Calvin L Hewitt II/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3685 



